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ology for more than ii century, that provided 
the correlation Wheeler needed in order to ex- 
tend his chronological datum-line across south- 
ern India - a correlation that would prove no 
more accurate for Wheeler than it had been for 
others. 
As with Pitt Rivers some 60 years earlier (Pitt 
Rivers 18891, Wheeler’s critique was that without 
accurate stratigraphic measurement, reliable 
association was not possible. For both Pitt Kivers 
and Wheeler, the primary purpose of ‘three- 
dimensional recording’ was that it ensured ac- 
curate sequence and association - not the 
accurate dating of the deposits, their identifi- 
cation or their function. These latter aims, more 
familiar to us today as the self-evident purpose 
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of stratigraphy, were in reality secondary out- 
comes of the method for Wheeler. As he would 
write 10 years later in Archaeology from die 
Earth, ‘The need for re-establishing the rela- 
tive sequence of ancient cultures or cultural 
episodes, if we are to begin to understand their 
interactions and values, is self-evident, and 
stratigraphical excavation. . . is a primary means 
to that end’ (Wheeler 1954: 38). But, if universal 
relative sequences are the goal, stratigraphic ex- 
cavation can only ensure accurate association and 
sequence, and their extension beyond the site 
requires in fact morc traditional methods. 
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Introduction 
In recent years, considerable attention has been 
dedicated to the involvement of archaeology 
(and most notably prehistory) with national- 
ism. The probable causes of this recent fash- 
ion1 need not concern 11s here, but the movement 
itself is ccrtninly welcome, testifying to the re- 
flection of archaeologists on their own prac- 
tices and those of their predecessors. For 
historians, this trend is quite welcome insofar 
as it contributes to a general renaissance of in- 
1 ‘I‘his tendency results as milch from the ideological, 
political and economical changes of the last decade, as frnm 
theoretical considerations in contemporary xchaeology (see 
Hamilakis 1 !296; Kohl 1998; Gramsch 199Y; Kaeser ZUUUa). 
terest in the past of the discipline. However, a 
more careful examination of this historiography 
leads us to some caution about its significance. 
Firstly, the majority of these historical studies 
adopt an internalist perspective which, com- 
bined with their self-declared reflexiveness, 
confers on them a rather presentist character. 
The result belongs to some sort of ‘history of 
ideas’ which has been embellished with a few 
sociological insights of varying subtlety. In line 
with the old sociology of science, social fac- 
tors are only invoked to explain the ‘errors’ of 
archaeology. Such errors, therefore, always seem 
to he accounted for by external and, by defini- 
tion, pernicious influences. As a consequence, 
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our discipline always escapes unscathed: its 
‘purity’ is not at stake, simply because these 
are always ‘society’ and ‘politics’ that abuse it. 
Moreover, most attention is given to the in- 
terpretations of the past, not to archaeological 
research as such. It is not the historical prac- 
tice of the discipline that is then under con- 
sideration, but rather its thematic scope - which 
is quite a different matter. However, concep- 
tions of identity based on the past are by no 
means the exclusive preserve of archaeology. 
No one has been waiting for the birth of our 
discipline in order to gloat over the ‘heroic deeds 
of our glorious ancestors’. As a matter of fact, 
in terms of nationalism, archaeology has en- 
tered quite late into the fray, on a terrain that 
was by then already demarcated.2 
Is archaeology intrinsically nationalist? 
The wealth of historical case-studies suggest 
that from its origins, archaeology, and more 
specifically prehistoric archaeology, has been 
strictly dependent on the emergence of national 
ideologies. The general impression is clear: were 
it not for the dynamics of modern nationalism, 
the argument goes, our discipline would never 
have emerged. This inference is niostly implicit 
but becomes at times quite explicit, e.g. when 
Diaz-Andreu & Champion (1996: 3) state that 
‘nationalism . . . is deeply embedded in the 
very concept of archaeology, in its institution- 
alisation and its development’. Certainly, this 
sort of statement allows the authors to develop 
entirely respectable deontological considera- 
tions, but it seems to me that, leaving ethics 
behind and turning to epistemology, such state- 
ments may lead the scientific community into 
an unwarranted feeling of absolved responsi- 
bility. If archaeology were really linked by its 
essence to nationalism, archaeologists could sim- 
ply oversee their own formal actions, without 
questioning their epistemological choices. True, 
the involvement of archaeology with national- 
ism is unmistakable: our discipline has paid 
considerable lip-service to politics, and has re- 
ceived many of its institutional structures in 
return. However, this compromise is not an 
2 Cf. Kaeser (ZOOob). In this respect, it  seems more use- 
fill to research how earlier representations have been adapted 
in  archaeological discourse. by distinguishing as far as 
possible between the prurluction, diffusion arid reception 
of these representations (taking into account that these three 
stages are not necessarily successive). 
intrinsic one; rather, it results from specific 
epistemological options which remain the en- 
tire responsibility of their authors, today as well 
as in the past. 
In the history of archaeology, the inevitabil- 
ity of the relation between science and poli- 
tics may be nothing more than an artefact of 
the reconstruction. As scholars adopt almost 
exclusively the national scale as an a priori 
framework for research, they are all too often 
led to overestimate the importance and breadth 
of nationalist components. What is more, this 
overestimation also results from the reductionist 
nature of their internalist perspective, which 
gives only a partial image of the development 
of archaeology. In fact, and in contrast to the 
linear schemes of presentist historiography, the 
origins of archaeology are multiple and diverse. 
If we only look at prehistory, we can say that 
in its present form it comes from a fusion of 
distinct fields and research traditions. At its 
origins, prehistoric research was carried out by 
scholars from extremely diversified discipli- 
nary backgrounds. Depending on whether they 
were historians, philologists, ethnographers, 
palaeontologists or geologists, the material re- 
mains of the human past were accordingly sub- 
jected to quite diverse interrogations. Clearly, 
these scholars did not pursue thc same episte- 
mological objectives. 
Two radically different research 
programmes 
At the roots of prehistoric archaeology, one can 
actually distinguish two fundamentally differ- 
ent research programmes.J The first was the 
antiquarian approach, which mainly consisted 
of illustrating the life, manners, customs and 
beliefs of ancient peoples. This antiquarianism 
leant back on concepts inherited from the En- 
lightenment, where the notion of ‘peoples’ was 
certainly not the same as the one invoked by 
19th-century nationalism. However, the 
ethnicism inherent to the antiquarian tradition 
was in some way destined to contribute to the 
emergence of these nationalisms, and eventu- 
ally to benefit from them. 
3 Amidst the wealth of cognitive influences characteris- 
tic of the pre-disciplinary phase, thcse two approaches did 
not constitute two homogenenns and strictly defined camps. 
They shoiild rather be cnnsidered as tendencies, whose 
diffcrcnces and contradictions were riul always consciously 
appreciated by their proponents (c[. Coyc 1997). 
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Although this antiquarian programme is in- 
variably presented as the foundation of the dis- 
cipline, it constitutes only one of its pillars. 
The other research programme, which can be 
labelled ‘evolutionist’, holds a similarly impor- 
tant place in the development of prehistoric 
archaeology but has been almost entirely over- 
looked in most historical studies. And in the 
rare cases where it has been mentioned, its 
importance has generally been denied. This 
ignorance may seem surprising at first sight, 
but it results from the same presentism under- 
lying most research in the history of archaeol- 
ogy.* Indccd, this evolutionist approach was 
established by naturalists who, in contrast to 
the antiquarians, had a well-defined professional 
status. Gcologists, hotanists or physiologists 
formally belonged to well-established scientific 
frameworks which were eventually rejected by 
prehistoric archaeology during its own proc- 
ess of disciplinary formation. 
Taking into account the importance of this 
evolutionist programme in the origins of prehis- 
tory will clearly have considerable repercussions 
on the issue of nationalism. Evolutionism pri- 
marily sought to demonstrate the process of 
human evolution in its relation to thc social 
and natural milieu. With its predominant fo- 
cus on such topics as technology, ‘industrial’ 
dynamic, exchange and trade, this archaeology 
defined cultures as the product of an interaction 
between society and environment. As a corol- 
lary, it was not very much concerned with eth- 
nic distinctions -and thus by and large remained 
separate from all sorts of nationalist concerns. 
From research object to discipline: the role 
of institutions 
General reviews of the history of archaeology 
(e.g. ’Trigger 1989; Schnapp 19!?6) have shown 
how material remains from the prehistoric past 
have evoked curiosity and interest throughout 
the ages. Up until the 19th century, however, 
this interest remained firmly integrated in other 
fields of knowledge and thought. In medieval 
graves, prehistoric flints were sometimes in- 
4 This ignorance is probably also duc to tlic position taken 
hy historians of archaeology within the contemporary theo- 
retical debate in archaeology. Disavowing the New Archae- 
ology which was regarded, rathcr simplistically in fact, as 
a legacv of 19th-century evoliltionism. they may believe 
that this woluliunisl rcscarch programme has 110 relevance 
in  their historical reconstructions. 
cluded as funerary gifts that accompanied the 
dead in the hereafter. From the Renaissancc 
onwards, European antiquarians collected pre- 
historic artefacts in their cabinets and displayed 
them with fossils and minerals. During the 17th 
and 18th cxnturies, prehistoric objects began 
to be regarded as witnesses of dark ages and 
forgotten civilizations that had once existed, 
well before history. But we have to wait until 
the beginning of the 19th century to see these 
materials integrated in a global vision of the 
history of humanity, the so-called Three-Age 
System. which some scholars have not hesi- 
tated to call the first ‘paradigm’ of archaeology 
(Rodden 1981). Since the works of the Scandi- 
navian antiquarians, prehistory had really be- 
gun to be considered as a proper research field 
of its own. Nonetheless, those studying pre- 
history did not limit themselves to this topic 
as such. At that time, prehistory was still part 
of the study of ‘national antiquities’, a research 
field which covered a much larger theme, 
stretching at least as far as medieval epigraphy. 
In fact, it was only with the establishment of 
deep human antiquity, particularly with the ac- 
ceptance of the discoveries of Boucher de Perthes 
from 1859 onwards, that some scholars started 
lo consider that h e  study of human societies (from 
the origins of humanity to the appearance of writ- 
ten sources) constituted a homogeneous research 
field in its own right. Freed from the tutelage of 
geology and palaeontology on the one hand, and 
of history and historical archaeology on the other, 
prchistoric archaeology could now bccome an 
autonomous branch of scientific research. In these 
conditions, specific institutions for prehistoric 
rcscarch had to be established (Kaeser forth- 
coming). Starting as an idea, the concept of pre- 
history could only gain body and form through 
dedicated institutions. 
To understand better the birth of our disci- 
pline, it will not do to focus exclusively on 
‘pioneers’, ‘forerunners’, their thcorics and their 
interpretations. These cognitive processes have 
to be replaced within the context of the insti- 
tutions which allowed thc social construction 
of the prehistoric discipline. The history of 
institutions alone allows us to link the study 
of sociohistorical elements on the one hand with 
the more cognitive factors on the other; only 
such a history allows us to go beyond the rigid 
dichotomies between sociology of science and 
history of ideas [Chapman 1989; Richard 1992; 
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Blanckaert 1995). Last but not least, for ar- 
chaeologists interested in the history of re- 
search, the history of institutions has the 
additional advantage of solving another sterile 
opposition , that bet w e e n intern a1 i s t and 
cxternalist history. 
Constructing the discipline: the 
International Congress of Prehistory 
In the second half of the 19th century, the various 
research undertakings within the field of pre- 
history did not have yet a solid institutional 
apparatus to rest on. Throughout Europe, the 
first academic chairs only began to appear at 
the turn of the century. And even if prehistory 
had sometimes been the subject of university teach- 
ing since the 1860s, these remained occasional 
courses resulting fiom the personal interest of 
professors in history, art history, anthropology, 
palaeontology or geology. The first specifically 
prehistoric institution was in fact a journal: the 
Mutkriaux pour l’histoire posilive et philosophique 
de l’homme. Launched in 1864 by Gabriel de 
Mortillet, this journal had considerable success 
that went well beyond Frame (Richard 1992). 
Two years later, an analogous initiative emerged 
in Germany, the Archiv f i x  Anthropologie, soon 
to be followed by the Bullettino di Puletnologia 
italiunu. So  far as museums were concerned, 
however, nothing noteworthy seemed to have 
happened then at this time. Many did collect 
prehistoric remains, but they were not special- 
ized in this field and simply accumulated the 
presentation of prehistoric times with displays 
on national history, modern ‘primitive’ peoples 
or natural h i~ to ry .~  
In a very general sense, then, the object of pre- 
historic research remained associated with the 
broader realms of history and of ‘national antiq- 
uities’. It was only in the early 20th century that 
in most European nations the first strictly pre- 
historic societies and institutions were created. 
3 I n  this respect, though, special mention should be made 
of the role of the Miishe des antiquites nationales (MAN) 
at Saint-Germain-en-Laye, opened in 1867 (Larroiiy 1998). 
Growing away from Napoleon 111’s original plan of a rnu- 
scum dedicated to Gaulish, Kornan, Phoenician and Greek 
antiquities, the  MAN granted, under  thc influence of 
Mortillet, considerable space to prehistory, presented as a 
specific field of archaeological study. Tngether with the pre- 
historic display set up by tlic same Mortillet within the pre- 
cincts of tlic Exposition universelle in that same year 1867 
(Miiller-ScheesseI2001), the foundation of the MAN is closely 
related to that of the International Congress of Prehistory 
However, while the process of institution- 
alization was extremely late on the regional and 
national levels, it had in fact alreadybegun much 
earlier, albeit on a much larger scale. In effect, 
the first specifically prehistoric association was 
an international one: the International Congress 
of Prehistory (CongrGs international d’anthro- 
pologie et d’archkologie prkhistoriques, CIAAP), 
founded in 1865, almost four decades before 
any national body emerged. As we will see [and 
cf. Kacser 2001), this institution exerted a semi- 
nal influence on the discipline in the making. 
Internationalism and its effects on the 
epistemology of prehistory 
The international character of the first institu- 
tionalization of prehistory was not accidental, 
but rather resulted from a combination of sev- 
eral structural factors. Among these were a 
number of circumstantial factors. For one, the 
founding fathers of the International Congress 
of Prehistory, Edouard Desor (FIGURE 1) and 
Gabriel de Mortillet, were both polyglots who 
could call upon some fairly extensive networks 
of international contacts and friendships.6 As 
well, this international scale corresponded 
perfectly well with their cosmopolitan ideal of 
a global republic of scholars - an ideal they 
shared with most of their c:olleagues (Rasmussen 
2997). Finally, this scale enabled them to 
smoothly circumvent the manifest resistance 
of national scientific institutions (FIGURE 2).  
These circumstantial factors, however, do not 
suffice by themselves to explain the choice of 
an international scale. 011 closer inspection, it 
becomes clear that this choice resulted from a 
deliberate attempt to remove the advocates of 
the antiquarian tradition from the field of pre- 
historic research. Indeed, inasmuch as the ref- 
erence frnmcwork of antiquarian research was 
regional or national, the universalist heuristic 
perspective adopted by the international con- 
gresses stripped their line of research of its rel- 
evance. The form of the new institution was quite 
dissuasive for the antiquarians. Even though their 
overall numbers were considerable, the partici- 
pation of antiquarians in the CIAAP remained 
therefore very minimal and was hardly noted. 
Clearly, this eviction of the antiquarians had 
important consequences on the epistemologi- 
6 
this volume; on Desor. cf. Kaeser forthcoming. 
On de Mortillct, cf. IIammorid 1980; Richard 1999 and 
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FIGURE 1. Edouard Desor /1811-1882), the 
initiator o f  the International Congress of’ 
Prehistoy. Archives Combe-Varin, Bibliotheque 
Publique el liniversifaire de Neuch6tel. Desor, a 
professor of geology in NeuchBtel, discovered 
prehistory while travelling in Scandinuvici in 
1846. Especinlly known [or his resenrch on 
pnlnfitic (lakc) dwellings and his dir+sion of the 
Iron Age into the Hallslall and  La Tk17e periods, 
Desor played an  importonl role in  the politics of 
science in Switzerland. A Swiss citizen born a 
German in  a French-speiikirig con~niunit~v, Dcsor 
lived six years in  Puris and five in the United Stales, 
had strong global conlacts, iind wns nn cnthii.siostic 
advocate of the cosmopolitan ideals which 
pervaded the foundation of the Interniitioncil 
Congress of Prehisto~y (see Kaeser. fi7rlticoinirig). 
cal interpretation of prchistoric research. From 
now on, one could finally establish the meth- 
odological principles or prehistoric research. 
Each suggestion dcrivcd from learned history, 
biblical texts, mythology, linguistics or philol- 
ogy could be excluded. According to the reso- 
lutely scientistic perspective adopted, material 
remains of the past had from now on to speak 
for themselves. And to prompt them into speech, 
the prehistorian was restricted to using the 
conceptual tools of stratigraphy, technology and 
typology (see Schnapp 1996 and this volume). 
At the same time, the adoption of this 
universalist heuristic framework helped to align 
prehistoric research with evolutionism. In con- 
trast to the antiquarian programme which was 
primarily concerned with defining the diachronic 
permanence and the essentialist features of indi- 
vidual cultures, peoples and ’nations’, the evo- 
lutionist programme sought to characterize the 
successive stages of the development of civilisa- 
tion. Now, because this explanatory framework 
of evolutionism sought to be universal and thus 
valid for humanity as a whole, the framework 
under which these studies were conducted could 
in tiirn only be international. 
International foundations for the 
institutionalization of prehistory 
Over several decades, the International Con- 
gress of Prehistory enjoyed considerable suc- 
cess. The leading scholars in prehistoric: research 
made sure they regularly attended its meetings 
and contributed to its sessions. But the CIAAP 
did not simply gather the principal authorities 
in the field: each meeting also welcomed as  
inany as several hundred participants - fel- 
low professionals in rieighbouring disciplines 
(mainly natural sciences), and also a wide range 
of more or less specialized amateurs. The CIAAP 
covered most of Europe in its venues, Lhough 
it never met in the German Reich (Muller- 
Scheessel forthcoming). Initially schcduled 
every year. the meetings became less and less 
frequent: after its foundation in La Spezia (1865), 
the Congress met in NeuchBtel (1866), Paris 
(1867), Norwich and London (1868), Copen- 
hagen (1869), Bologna (1871) (FIT,I,RE 3 ) ,  Brus- 
sels (1872), Stockholm [1874), Budapest (18761, 
Lisbon (1880), Paris (188Y), Moscow (18Y2), Paris 
again (1900), Monaco (1906), andGeneva (1912). 
Obviously, this decreasing frequency testifies 
to a manifest decline, anticipating a termina- 
tion ol activities after the first World War (Miillcr- 
Scheessel forthcoming). Reasons for this decline 
are divcrsc, but it is iindeniable that doubts over 
the cosmopolitan ideals of the 1860s and the 
strengthening of fin-de-siecle nationalist beliefs 
(see Richard, this volume) contributed to the 
€ate of the CIAAP. 
Ideological reasons aside, the decline of the 
CIAAP proceeds above all from internal rauscs: 
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FIGURE 2.  Letterirom Gubriel de Morlille/ lo Edounrd Desor, 22 June 1865 [Dcsor Papers, State Archives 
Neuchirtel, Switzerland). Contrary to its official hisLor,y the foundation of die International Congress of 
Prehistory wos [tie result uJ an individual's initiative. Tlie Swiss Edounrd Desor first suggested the 
organization of u vast archaeological display at the Internutionul Exhibition of Paris (1867). In his mind, 
such a display would provide a good opportunity to gather all scholurs involved in  prehistoric research 
throughout the world - a perfect excuse for setting up un internotionol congress devoted to these 
particular studies. As it transpires in this letter, Desor could count on /he  support of de Mortillet and his 
periodical Materiaux pour l'histoirc positivc ct philosophique de l'homme. As a matter of,fooc/, they both 
strived to protect the project from being taken over by the French imperial, conservativc scicritific 
establishment: the representatives of ojficial science remained sceptic01 towards the reality of prehistoy, 
arid tried to fur12 Desor's idea into an exclusively ethnological celebrution ofFrench iniperiolism. This was 
the reason why Desor and de Mortillet surreptitiously founded the Congress in I t a l ~  and why they held its 
first session in Switzerland: the board of the Paris meeting was elected by the participont.9 of the meeting of 
iVeuchBte1, instead of being appointed by the French imperial authodies. 
Extracts: Mortillet to Desor, 22 June 1865 
About the 'Exposition universelle' . . . Maintenant comme il faut rendre B IXsar ce qui est 
Comme je viens de vous le dire l'expositiori est d6c:id6e. C'est hien. Elle se fera. Mais il faut qu'elle 
CBsar, 
dans ma chronique du mois, je vais parler de votre proposition. 
pork  ses fruits. Or elle ne peut 6trc d'unc grande utilit6 qu'autant qu'on 1 7  adjoigne un Congrks special. 
Le complbnient de votre projet est indispcnsable. C'est h vous a mener la chose a honne fin. Vous 
pouvcz disposer de moi et de mon journal. Donnez donc suite a votre idee d'avoir l'annee prochajne la 
Societ6 Helvetique a Neuchstel. Organisez Line section ant6-historique. Adressez des invitations 
speciales en Scandinavie, en Allemagne, en Angleterre, en France, en Italie, etc. etc. Viendra qui 
voudra, mais l'invitation Btant faite on pourra poser les bases de la reunion 5 Paris en 1887. Vous m e  
parlez d'un enthousiasnie qui deborde. mbfiez-vous en. Ce feu de paille si vite allumi: pourmil bien 
s'kteindre plus vitc cncore, surtout dcvant la haute influcncc de 1'Institut [the Academy of Sciences]. Et 
du reste qui nous dit que ce n'cst pas 18 seulemcnt un adroit moyen dc paralyser et arrgter toute 
initiative extericurc. Agissez donc; agissons d'un commun accord, le 
Added along the left-hand margin: Jc compte allcr 5 la rkmiion dc 
longuement du congres. I1 faut un  congrhs europeen et non une seance accessoirc de I'Institut. 
dc la chose en depend. 
R,  nous y parlcrons 
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FIGURE 3.  Participants of the 5th meeting of the International Congress of Prehistory in Bologna (1871). 
Museo Civic0 Archeologico, Bologna. 
the international meetings suffered from the fact 
that the emergent structures for prehistoric re- 
search were increasingly national. Ironicallv, 
this national orientation can he considered as 
the indirect outcome of the CIAAP: once the 
institutionalization of prehistory had been suc- 
cessfully completed on the international level, 
thc fruitfulness of a similar action on the na- 
tional level had become clear, especially now 
that the research field had acquired its scien- 
tific credibility. 
Growing sensibility towards the archaeologi- 
cal heritage led to the constitution of many 
public institutions responsible for its excava- 
tion and preservation - a process which even- 
tually fostered a starting professioiialization. 
In the museums, prehistory progressively eman- 
cipated itself from the wider domains of eth- 
nology, national antiquities, or natural history. 
Consequently, the new, self-confident commu- 
nities of prehistorians undertook to organize 
themselves: in most European countries, na- 
tional societies were being founded to defend 
the interests of prehistory and prehistorians. 
The success of its international institutionaliza- 
tion made way for the constitution of a full fledged 
discipline. From then on, prehistory could prop- 
crly enter the universities, where chairs and in- 
dependent departments came into being. 
In a certain sense, then, the International 
Congress of Prehistory had accomplished its 
mission. Whereas scientific exchanges had pre- 
viously been very difficult, the congress largely 
facilitated the dissemination of updated archaeo- 
logical information. The CIAAP has also initi- 
ated or witnessed several debates which proved 
instrumental in developing a set of shared rules 
and methods to be adopted by members of a 
self-recognized scientific community with its 
distinctive and consistent field of study. 
Epilogue 
Today, throughout the world, prehistoric re- 
search is organized on a national or regional 
scale. In this respect at least, things have clearly 
changed since the foundation of the CIAAP. The 
application of the concept of ‘culture’ in early 
20th-century anthropology contributed to un- 
dermine further the evolutionist programme of 
the early prehistorians. Nevertheless, when the 
institutional history of the field is taken into 
account, one must recognize that originally pre- 
historic archaeology had international roots. It 
can thus be concluded that oiir discipline is not 
intrinsically nationalist. This should not put our 
minds at rest, however, since the study of the 
disciplinary past should never serve 10 absolve 
us of the present. At the end of the day, history 
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should make us aware that as prchistorians, OLE 
present rclation to nationalist ideologies does not 
depend upon inherited disciplinary principles, 
but results hom the epistemological orientations 
that each one of us freely chooses to follow. 
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